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Abstract Providing feedback on students’ writing is con-
sidered important by both writing teachers and students.
However, contextual constraints including excess work-
loads and large classes pose major and recurrent challenges
for teachers. To lighten the feedback burden, teachers can
take advantage of a range of automated feedback tools.
This paper investigated how automated feedback can be
integrated into traditional teacher feedback by analyzing
the focus of teacher and Grammarly feedback through a
written feedback analysis of language- and content-related
issues. This inquiry considered whether and how success-
fully students exploited feedback from different sources in
their revisions and how the feedback provisions helped
improve their writing performance. The study sample of
texts was made up of 216 argumentative and narrative
essays written by 27 low-intermediate level students at a
Myanmar university over a 13-week semester. By analyz-
ing data from the feedback analysis, we found that
Grammarly provided feedback on surface-level errors,
whereas teacher feedback covered both lower- and higher-
level writing concerns, suggesting a potential for integra-
tion. The results from the revision analysis and pre- and
post-tests suggested that students made effective use of the
feedback received, and their writing performance improved
according to the assessment criteria. The data were trian-
gulated with self-assessment questionnaires regarding
students’ emic perspectives on how useful they found the
feedback. The pedagogical implications for integrating
automated and teacher feedback are presented.
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Highlights
• This study investigated how automated feedback can be
integrated into traditional teacher feedback.
• Characteristics of teacher and Grammarly feedback
differ in terms of feedback scope.
• Students were able to successfully revise their errors
regardless of the source of feedback.
• Provision of feedback led to statistically significant
improvement in language and content aspects of
writing.
• Effective integration of Grammarly in writing instruc-
tion might increase the efficacy of teacher feedback,
affording it to focus on higher-level writing skills.
Introduction
Writing is an essential component of language learners’
literacy development in school curricula, as well as a cat-
alyst for personal and academic advancement. Providing
feedback to students’ written texts is a common teaching
practice for improving students’ writing skills. Investigat-
ing the effectiveness of written feedback on writing per-
formance is a burgeoning field of inquiry, and many
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researchers (e.g., Ferris, 2004, 2007; Karim & Nassaji,
2018; Lee, 2009) have stressed its importance. Ferris
(2004) suggested that feedback helps bridge the gap
between students’ present knowledge, which indicates
areas of potential improvement, and the target language
that they need to acquire.
Providing feedback on students’ writing requires a great
deal of time and effort on the teachers’ part (Zhang, 2017).
Contextual issues, including time constraints, excess
workloads, and large classes, further increase the feedback
burden. In response, automated writing evaluation (AWE)
tools have come to be used to complement teacher feed-
back in writing classes (Wilson & Czik, 2016). In line with
the favorable evidence of the reliability of AWE feedback
(Li et al., 2015), L2 writing researchers (e.g., Koltovskaia,
2020; Ranalli, 2018) recommend integrating automated
feedback into writing instruction to increase the efficacy of
teacher feedback by freeing up teachers’ time to focus less
on lower-order concerns (e.g., grammar and mechanics)
and turn more to higher-order concerns (e.g., content and
organization).
Therefore, it is of great importance to investigate the
ways in which automated feedback can be used as a sup-
port tool in a class setting. This study investigated the
potential to integrate Grammarly into writing instruction to
support teacher feedback. To this end, we examined the
feedback provided by a teacher and by Grammarly through
a written feedback analysis of language- and content-re-
lated issues and the impact of feedback from three sources
(teacher, Grammarly, and combined feedback) on students’
revisions. We further scrutinized the general impact of
feedback on students’ writing performance over 13 weeks.
We probed students’ attitudes toward the usefulness of
each of the aforementioned feedback modes.
Efficacy of Teacher Feedback in L2 Writing
In L2 writing, writing scholars, researchers, and teachers
have emphasized the importance of teacher feedback for
developing students’ writing (Tang & Liu, 2018). Provid-
ing such feedback, ranging from error correction to com-
mentary feedback regarding rhetorical and content aspects
of writing (Goldstein, 2004), is part of daily teaching
practice (Lee, 2008, 2009). In the dichotomy between
feedback on form and content, written feedback can be
classified into corrective and non-corrective feedback (Luo
& Liu, 2017): corrective feedback (CF) promotes learning
the target language by providing negative evidence and
non-corrective feedback scaffolds English writing in
aspects of content, organization, linguistic performance,
and format. The focus of teacher feedback has been
debated over the past 30 years, which have seen the pro-
posal of Ashwell (2000) and Fathman and Whalley’s
(1990) recommendations that there should be a balance
between feedback on form and meaning when providing
feedback on students’ writing.
Many studies on teacher feedback have been concerned
with the relative effectiveness of different strategies for
written CF. Much work has examined whether and to what
extent CF can help improve L2 learners’ accuracy in
revised and new pieces of writing (e.g., Karim & Nassaji,
2018; Suzuki et al., 2019) and confirmed the positive
effects of written feedback on writing accuracy. However,
investigations of the usefulness of non-corrective feedback
have so far been limited (Ferris, 1997; Ferris et al., 1997).
One of the earliest studies on the influence of teacher
commentary on student revision, conducted by Ferris
(1997), indicated that a significant proportion of comments
led to substantive student revision and found that particular
types and forms of commentary tended to be more helpful
than others.
Previous studies have measured the impact of teacher
feedback on students’ revision by observing either stu-
dents’ revision operations (Ferris, 2006; Han & Hyland,
2015) or revision accuracy developments (Karim & Nas-
saji, 2018). Ferris (2006) classified students’ revision
operations into three categories: error corrected, incorrect
change, and no change, while others (e.g., Karim & Nas-
saji, 2018; Van Beuningen et al., 2012) calculated
improvement in accuracy in students’ revised texts with an
error ratio. The long-term effectiveness of written feedback
has been established by several studies (e.g., Karim &
Nassaji, 2018; Rummel & Bitchener, 2015). Despite these
differences in the tools used, most studies reported a pos-
itive influence of feedback on students’ revisions and new
texts.
Although a significant positive impact was found for
teacher feedback on students’ writing, providing feedback
requires considerable time and effort (Ferris, 2007; Zhang,
2017). Time constraints, large class size, and teachers’
workload pose major challenges that prevent them from
giving adequate feedback. Consequently, teachers tend to
offer feedback primarily on language-related errors rather
than content-related issues in students’ writing (Lee, 2009).
Thus, to ease teacher feedback burden and to enhance the
efficacy of teacher feedback, automated feedback may
come to be used.
Affordances and Limitations of Automated
Feedback in L2 Writing
As educational technologies and computer-mediated lan-
guage learning have advanced during the twenty-first
century, the integration of computer-generated automated
feedback in writing instruction has increased in popularity
due to its consistency, ease of scoring, instant feedback,
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and multiple drafting opportunities (Stevenson & Phakiti,
2014).
Study of the effects of automated feedback on students’
writing has increased in recent years, and its findings
indicate a positive influence on the quality of texts (Li
et al., 2015; Stevenson & Phakiti, 2014). Li et al. (2015)
looked at how Criterion (https://www.ets.org/criterion/)
impacted writing performance and found that it led to
improved accuracy from first to final drafts. Nonetheless,
its limitations include an emphasis on the surface features
of writing, such as grammatical correctness (Hyland &
Hyland, 2006), failing to interpret meaning, infer com-
municative intent, or evaluate the quality of argumentation,
and the one-size-fits-all nature of the automated feedback
(Ranalli, 2018). Despite these pitfalls, automated feedback
lowers teachers’ feedback burden, allowing them to be
more selective in feedback they provide (Grimes & War-
schauer, 2010).
Noting the supplementary role that instructors and
automated systems can play, Stevenson and Phakiti (2014)
called for more research on how automated feedback can
be integrated into the classroom to support writing
instruction. Recent studies have compared the character-
istics and impact of teacher and automated feedback (Dikli
& Bleyle, 2014; Qassemzadeh & Soleimani, 2016). Dikli
and Bleyle (2014) investigated the use of Criterion in a
college course of English as a second language writing
class and compared feedback from instructor and Criterion
across categories of grammar, usage, and mechanics. They
found large discrepancies: the instructor provided more and
better-quality feedback. Others focused on instructional
applications of automated feedback (e.g., Cavaleri & Dia-
nati, 2016; O’Neill & Russell, 2019a, 2019b; Ventayen &
Orlanda-Ventayen, 2018). A study by O’Neill and Russell
(2019b) found that the Grammarly group responded more
positively and was better satisfied with the grammar advice
than the non-Grammarly group. Another study, by Qas-
semzadeh and Soleimani (2016) found that both teacher
and Grammarly feedback positively influenced students’
study of passive structures. Within this framework, new
research is needed to investigate the applicability of auto-




As a result of the country’s political and educational situ-
ations, research in ELT in Myanmar, especially classroom-
based research, is sparse (Tin, 2014). Given the scarcity of
publications in the periphery (including Myanmar), this
study took the form of a naturalistic classroom-based
inquiry in a general English class at a major university in
Myanmar. The aim of the course is to improve students’
English language skills. While developing students’ Eng-
lish writing ability is one of the foci, teachers do not have
sufficient time to provide adequate feedback on students’
writing due to their heavy workloads and large classes of
mixed-ability students.
Research Questions
This study was guided by four research questions that are
mentioned as follows:
1. What is the focus of teacher and Grammarly feedback
in terms language- and content-related categories?
2. To what extent do the students make use of the
feedback under three conditions (i.e., teacher, Gram-
marly, and combined) in their revisions?
3. To what extent does the provision of feedback lead to
improvement in writing performance as assessed on a
pre- and post-test over a 13-week semester?
4. What are the students’ views of the usefulness of
feedback from different sources in their EFL course?
Methods
Participants
The sample was an intact class of 30 first-year English
majors. The students were placed in the course based on
their English scores in the national matriculation exami-
nation before admission to the university. Their results
were assumed to represent their level of English profi-
ciency at the time of the experiment. Though their exam
scores placed them at intermediate (B1) proficiency level,
their English writing proficiency varied in terms of mastery
of English grammar, familiarity with structures and
vocabulary used in writing tasks, and in the formal EFL
instruction that they had received. All of them were native
Burmese speakers; 11 were male and 19 were female, and
all were of typical university age, 17 and 18 years old, and
participated on a voluntary basis. They were informed of
their right to withdraw from the research at any time during
data collection. Three students failed to complete one of
the writing tasks, and their data were excluded. The class
teacher had an MA degree in Teaching English to the
Speakers of Other Languages and over nine years of
experience in teaching English at higher education insti-
tutions in Myanmar.
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Materials
Three instruments were used for data collection: writing
tasks, an assessment scale to assess improvement in stu-
dents’ writing performance, and self-assessment
questionnaires.
Writing Tasks
Six writing tasks were developed (including a pre- and
post-test) on topics familiar to the students. The tasks were
ecologically valid, as they were retrieved from the pre-
scribed curriculum. The genres included both argumenta-
tive and narrative essays, as these two genres prevail in the
syllabus. Four guiding prompts, similar to that in Fig. 1,
were provided in the writing tasks, and these were similarly
structured to minimize possible linguistic differences.
Writing Assessment
The study adapted a B1 analytical rating scale (Euroexam
International, 2019) to assess the students’ English writing
improvement. Euroexam International offers language tests
in general, business, and academic English and German at
levels A1 through C1. The writing assessment scale fea-
tures four criteria: task achievement, coherence and cohe-
sion, grammatical range and accuracy, and lexical range
and accuracy. A description of the assessment criteria,
together with definitions, is presented in ‘‘Appendix
Table 3’’. All scoring of written texts (pre- and post-test)
was done by the two authors independently, and the mean
scores were calculated. The inter-rater reliability
coefficients (Pearson r) between the two raters were 0.92
for the pre-test and 0.94 for the post-test on the assessment
scale.
Questionnaire
A self-assessment questionnaire was developed to probe
the students’ emic perspectives of the effectiveness of
feedback from three sources. Three closed items were
presented to elicit information on the usefulness of the
feedback, and five open-ended questions asking students to
comment on the usefulness of the feedback.
Procedure
Data were collected over a period of 13 weeks from
August to October 2020: the students completed six writing
tasks, including a pre- and post-test (Fig. 2). In the first
week, the research project was introduced, and then the
pre-test was administered in the second week. The course
was operated on a weekly basis: participants were given a
writing task and received feedback from teacher, Gram-
marly, or both sources the week after the completion of the
initial writing task. There were four treatment sessions in
the whole program, and the students revised their texts in
response to the feedback and sent the revised texts to the
teacher via email in the same week. The process continued
until Week 10, when the revised version of the fourth
writing task was complete. In Week 13, students completed
the post-test and the self-assessment questionnaire.
The provision of feedback was carried out by the class
teacher, using the ‘‘Track Changes’’ functionality of
Fig. 1 Sample writing task
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Microsoft Word, Grammarly, or a combination of both of
these means. To keep the feedback process as natural as
possible, the teacher was asked not to limit his feedback to
language- or content-related issues. For automated feed-
back, a free version of Grammarly (https://www.gram
marly.com/grammar-check) was utilized and the students
uploaded their essays on the webpage, receiving instant
feedback.
Data Analysis
Guided by Lee’s (2009) work, a written feedback analysis
was performed to investigate the focus of the teacher and
Grammarly feedback. This involved error identification,
categorization, and counting of feedback points: ‘‘an error
corrected/underlined, or a written comment that constitutes
a meaningful unit’’ (p.14). Feedback points marked on the
students’ first drafts were initially classified into language-
and content-related issues and coded for analysis.
Regarding language-related issues, linguistic errors in the
students’ drafts were identified and categorized based on
Ferris’s (2006) taxonomy, with adaptations. For content-
related issues, in-text and end-of-text comments were
classified into four categories: giving information, asking
for information, praises, and suggestions according to the
aim or intent of the comment suggested by Ferris et al.
(1997). It should be noted that Grammarly feedback pri-
marily relates to language-related errors, which is not the
case in teacher feedback. Feedback points marked by the
teacher and by Grammarly were cross-linked to students’
revisions, and changes were analyzed based on their revi-
sion operations. This study partly followed the revision
analysis categories of Ferris (2006) and Han and Hyland
(2015) to classify revision patterns into three categories:
correct, incorrect, and no revision (see Supplementary
Data).
To examine the impact of feedback provision on stu-
dents’ writing performance, we calculated mean scores and
standard deviations at the beginning and at the end of the
course. Because the sample size was small, and the vari-
ables were not normally distributed, a bootstrap method
was used to analyze the dataset. T-tests were administered
using a bootstrap method in SPSS 22 (Corp, 2013) to
estimate the difference between pre-and post-test perfor-
mance. The self-assessment questionnaires included both
quantitative and qualitative data. The frequencies of
responses were calculated, and the students’ perceived
areas of improvements were reported. For open-ended
questions, a qualitative analysis was conducted to better
understand their perspectives on how useful they found the
feedback. Their responses were summarized with the use of
emerging common themes.
Results and Discussions
Focus of Teacher and Grammarly Feedback
Figure 3 summarizes the focus of teacher feedback in
comparison with Grammarly feedback and the percentage
of each feedback category marked on the students’ first
drafts. In general, we found that the teacher focused on a
broad coverage of writing issues, at the word, sentence, and
text levels, while Grammarly indicated language errors:
article/determiner, preposition, and miscellaneous errors
including conciseness and wordiness issues.
The results of feedback analysis showed that the teacher
provided 410 feedback points in 27 essays, targeting lan-
guage errors (68.8%) and higher-level writing issues
(31.2%). This sheds light on labor-intensive nature of
teacher feedback. A more detailed analysis showed that
teacher error feedback mainly concerns conjunction (10%),
Fig. 2 Data collection timeline
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miscellaneous (9.5%), punctuation (6.3%), and preposition
errors (5.6%). In the teacher’s commentary on content,
praise got the highest percentage (11.7%), followed by
suggestion (7.8%), giving information (6.4%), and asking
for information (5.3%). Our finding that praise accounted
for only 11.7 per cent of the total written feedback con-
tradicted that of Hyland and Hyland’s (2001), but sup-
ported that of Lee’s (2009). This might be due to
differences in teachers’ feedback beliefs about the role of
praise in softening criticism when providing feedback on
students’ writing.
Grammarly predominantly provided feedback on errors
of grammar, usage, mechanics, style, and conciseness. It
detected 281 errors in 27 essays: the most predominant
errors were article/determiner (43%), miscellaneous
(19.5%), and preposition (13.5%) errors. Other less fre-
quently indicated errors included with conjunctions (1%),
sentence structure (0.3%), and pronoun use (0.3%) (Fig. 3).
All in all, it appears that Grammarly can be used as a
learning tool to facilitate teacher feedback. This relates to
the focus of each feedback type: the teacher’s feedback
covered both language and content issues, whereas Gram-
marly provided feedback on language-related errors. This
finding may seem predictable, as Grammarly is understood
to be a grammar-checking tool, this emphasis is to its
advantage. In particular, its detection of article and
prepositions errors was higher than those of teacher feed-
back. Thus, utilizing Grammarly effectively for offering
feedback on these errors would possibly save time and
effort on part of teachers.
It is also fair to say that the use of Grammarly along
with teacher feedback might also enhance the efficacy of
teacher feedback. As in previous studies (e.g., Lee, 2009;
Mao & Crosthwaite, 2019), the teacher feedback primarily
attended to language errors (68.8%). Given time con-
straints and the large classes of mixed-ability students,
providing effective and individualized feedback for stu-
dents’ writing is far beyond the capabilities of teachers. In
this regard, using automated feedback as an assistance tool
might become an outlet for coping with surface errors,
lightening the teacher feedback burden: freeing teachers to
focus on higher-order writing concerns such as content and
discourse (Ranalli, 2018).
Impact of Teacher, Grammarly, and Combined
Feedback: Successful Revision
When examining the influence of feedback on students’
revision, this study considered how the feedback was acted
upon to facilitate comparability across feedback from three
sources. A general pattern of students’ revision operations
led to successful revision, regardless of the source of
feedback (Fig. 4), indicating their acceptance of feedback.
The finding that teacher error feedback leads to effective
revision is in agreement with the findings of Ferris (2006)
and Yang et al. (2006). Moreover, the lowest percentage of
















































Fig. 3 Feedback categories of
teacher and Grammarly
feedback
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unrevised errors reflects their beliefs and value regarding
the importance of feedback in improving their writing
performance. The results were interesting for Grammarly
feedback which received the highest rate of correct revision
(76.2%). The reason for this might be that Grammarly
usually includes a concrete suggestion for revision that
students can easily act upon. One example of this is shown
in Fig. 5.
Further points of discussion concern how students
responded to the combined feedback. It might be assumed
that combined feedback resulted in more feedback points
than the other conditions. However, the opposite was true:
fewer feedback points were provided, and a lower ratio of
correct revision was found than for the teacher and
Grammarly, which had the highest ratio of no revision. A
possible explanation of lower feedback points might relate
to students’ increased awareness of teacher and Grammarly
feedback in previous essays or teacher’s reliance on
Grammarly feedback, instinctively assuming that it would
handle grammar errors.
Although the students successfully revised their errors, it
is worth exploring how well they revised individual error
categories (Table 1). As the overall percentage of suc-
cessful revisions was high, it was not surprising to see that
the percentage of successful revisions in most error cate-
gories was also fairly high, regardless of the conditions.
However, a closer examination of how students utilized
feedback revealed stimulating new results. In connection
with teacher feedback, while feedback on most error
categories (e.g., conjunction, article/determiner, singular-
plural, adverb, and word choice) was associated with cor-
rect revision, some feedback on idioms, pronoun, and
sentence structure was left unattended. For example, 40.9%
of errors in sentence structure led to no revision. This could
be explained by the low number of error identifications in
these categories and partial understanding of the instruc-
tions (Han, 2019). As Goldstein (2004) noted, reasons for
unsuccessful/no revisions included: unwillingness to criti-
cally examine one’s point of view, feeling that the tea-
cher’s feedback is incorrect, lack of necessary knowledge
to revise, lack of time and motivation, and many others.
Despite the overall successful revision when acting upon
Grammarly (76.2%) and combined feedback (61.8%), the
results indicated that the students largely ignored feedback
on miscellaneous errors. This finding is probably due to
students finding the feedback in this category unhelpful or
unnecessary in revision. Figure 6 demonstrates a typical
example. This underlines how students selectively accept
the feedback, filtering suggestions that are incorrect or
unnecessary (Cavaleri & Dianati, 2016).
The question of whether Grammarly could be integrated
into writing instruction can be answered by how the stu-
dents responded to feedback in their revisions. The com-
parison of outcomes in the three conditions provided
support for the potential to use Grammarly, along with
teacher feedback. The reason for this is associated with the
high percentage of successful revision in cases of feedback
regarding the singular-plural (92.9%), subject-verb




Correct revision Incorrect revision No revision
Fig. 4 Student revision
operations
Fig. 5 An example of Grammarly feedback and student’s revision
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agreement (92.3%), word form (90%), punctuation
(84.6%), article/determiner (84.3%), and preposition
(84.2%) following Grammarly feedback. Thus, it seems
reasonable to say that using Grammarly to handle errors in
these categories could be effective and allow time for
teachers to focus on other higher-level writing issues.
Specifically, although the teacher made 22 feedback points
regarding sentence structure, 40.9 per cent of them were
left unattended. This partly mirrors the indirectness or
vagueness of teacher feedback that may be difficult for
students to respond to (Tian & Zhou, 2020). What should
be stressed is that teachers might be able to focus on these
types of errors if they can efficiently make use of Gram-
marly to deal with surface-level ones.
Effect of Written Feedback on Students’ Writing
Performance
After receiving feedback over a semester, the students
made improvement in their writing performance, as is
shown in the significant increase in their post-test scores
across four assessment criteria. As presented in Table 2,
there was substantial improvement in task achievement and
coherence and cohesion in the post-test scores. Similarly,
in connection with grammatical range and accuracy and
lexical range and accuracy, the students showed
notable improvement from the pre- to the post-test. The
effect sizes for all significant comparisons of learners’
writing performance were medium to large. The positive
impact of feedback provision on new writing tasks was in
line with that found in previous studies (e.g., Karim &
Nassaji, 2018; Rummel & Bitchener, 2015).
Table 1 Comparison of students’ revision operations by error type
Teacher (no./%) Grammarly (no./%) Combined (no./%)
CR IR NR CR IR NR CR IR NR
Word choice 11/84.6 0 2/15.4 – – – 6/85.7 0 1/14.3
Verb tense 2/50.0 1/25.0 1/25.0 – – – 7/70 2/20 1/10.0
Verb form 11/68.8 2/12.5 3/18.8 6/100 0 0 3/50.0 0 3/50.0
Word form 9/81.8 0 2/18.2 9/90.0 0 1/10 2/50 0 2/50.0





Singular-plural 13/76.5 1/5.9 3/17.6 13/92.9 0 1/7.1 3/37.5 0 5/62.5
Pronouns 4/57.1 0 3/42.9 1/100.0 0 0 4/66.7 0 2/33.3
Run-on 1/50.0 1/50.0 0 – – – – – –
Punctuation 15/57.7 1/3.8 10/
38.5
11/84.6 0 2/15.4 11/68.8 0 5/31.2
Sentence structure 11/50.0 2/9.1 9/40.9 1/100.0 0 0 8/61.5 3/23.1 2/15.4
Idioms 1/25.0 0 3/75.0 – – – 1/100 0 0
Subject-verb
agreement
7/77.8 0 2/22.2 12/92.3 0 1/7.7 10/90.9 0 1/9.1
Preposition 16/69.6 1/4.3 6/26.1 32/84.2 0 6/15.8 16/69.6 0 7/30.4
Conjunction 33/80.5 1/2.4 7/17.1 2/75.0 0 1/25.0 13/54.2 2/8.3 9/37.5
Collocation 9/75.0 0 3/25.0 – – – 5/55.6 0 4/44.4
Omission of objects 4/100.0 0 0 – – – 3/100 0 0
Adjective 0 0 0 2/100 0 0 2/75 0 1/25.0
Adverb 10/71.5 1/7.1 3/21.4 4/100 0 0 5/100 0 0


















Percentages represent frequencies of revision categories within each error category. For instance, 84.6% of the word choice errors had a correct
revision rating
CR correct revision, IR incorrect revision, NR no revision
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Students’ Views on the Usefulness of Teacher,
Grammarly, and Combined Feedback
The results from the self-assessment questionnaires showed
that most students perceived the feedback from both the
teacher and Grammarly to be effective and useful for
improving their writing (Fig. 7). Although most responded
that Grammarly feedback helped them improve their
grammar (88.9%) and vocabulary (77.8%), none reported
improvements in content or organization. The teacher
feedback was considered more valuable, as it facilitated
improvement in different aspects of writing, and the
combined feedback did this as well. Despite the students’
positive impressions for both the teacher’s and Grammarly
feedback, their responses regarding specific areas of
improvement for the combined feedback were considerably
higher across different aspects of writing. This finding
underlines the great potential for integrating Grammarly
feedback into writing instruction, supplementing teacher
feedback, as reported in previous studies by O’Neill and
Russell (2019b), Ventayen and Orlanda-Ventayen (2018),
and Ranalli (2021).
Fig. 6 An example of Grammarly feedback on a miscellaneous error and student’s revision outcome
Table 2 Comparison between pre-and post-test regarding the students’ writing performance
Assessment criteria Pre-test Post-test t(26) p Cohen’s d
Mean SD Mean SD
Task achievement 2.25 543 2.65 0.551 3.82 0.003 0.71
Coherence & cohesion 2.25 610 2.61 0.560 3.90 0.002 0.75
Grammatical range & accuracy 2.20 559 2.52 0.628 2.88 0.017 0.55
Lexical range & accuracy 2.26 685 2.69 0.483 3.55 0.003 0.68

































Fig. 7 Students’ perceptions of
the usefulness of the teacher,
Grammarly, and combined
feedback
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In the second part of the questionnaire, the students
reported why they liked the feedback they received. Almost
all students acknowledged the value and effectiveness of
the teacher feedback. Their comments showed three
emerging themes relating to the nature of the feedback,
how it enhances their motivation, and their positive per-
ception of teacher feedback. Almost all students stressed
the value of the teacher’s feedback, saying that his com-
ments ‘‘guide me when my writing goes out of context’’
(Student 21), ‘‘show me both strengths and weaknesses of
my writing’’ (Student 2), and are ‘‘short and clear’’ (Stu-
dent 27).
Most comments regarding the usefulness of Grammarly
feedback concerned its efficiency: ‘‘It is easy to use and
available for free’’ (Student 3), and ‘‘I could use Gram-
marly at any time’’ (Student 9). However, a few students
were dissatisfied with it: ‘‘To be honest, I don’t feel very
satisfied with it’’ (Student 15) and ‘‘Honestly, I didn’t find
Grammarly feedback useful’’ (Student 19). Further
responses revealed how the combined feedback helped
them revise their essays: ‘‘Teacher’s feedback tells me my
mistakes exactly and Grammarly fixes those for me’’
(Student 20), and ‘‘It’s a perfect combination’’ (Student
25).
Implications
Our findings have pedagogical implications for the inte-
gration of Grammarly into teaching L2 writing. Consider-
ing the emphasis of Grammarly feedback on language-
related errors as an advantage, writing teachers could use it
as a supportive tool in their classes on a regular basis or
encourage students to use it independently. In this way,
teacher feedback burden could be reduced and challenges
regarding time constraints and inadequacy of attention paid
to individuals in large classes could be addressed to a
certain extent. In particular, based on Grammarly’s effec-
tive feedback on article/determiner and preposition errors
and students’ successful revisions of these errors reflect
their acceptance of Grammarly as a provider of feedback in
their EFL courses. Thus, teachers can exploit the affor-
dances of Grammarly to maximize the efficacy of their
feedback. However, teachers should be aware of the limi-
tations of automated feedback and be sure to inform stu-
dents of these limitations.
Additionally, writing teachers should be more selective
and straightforward in providing feedback to improve
students’ writing performance and motivation. In our study,
the students were not able to revise errors relating to
sentence structure, leaving most of them unrevised.
Moreover, because of the overlaps in teacher and Gram-
marly feedback in some language-related errors, teachers
can identify the areas on which Grammarly can provide
feedback effectively, allowing them to focus on higher-
level writing skills including content development and
elaboration, organization, and rhetoric.
Conclusion
This classroom-based study was conducted to examine the
integrated use of Grammarly in a large class to support
teacher feedback. The results showed the pedagogical
potential of Grammarly for facilitating teacher feedback
due to its effective feedback regarding surface-level errors
and students’ general acceptance of automated feedback.
Moreover, it seems that students’ successful integration of
feedback in their revisions and increased performance
scores on the post-test offer evidence that they successfully
made use of feedback and that the provision of feedback
led to an improvement in their writing performance. In
addition, their positive attitude toward the usefulness of
feedback provides further insights into how much they
valued the feedback they received from the teacher and
Grammarly.
Some limitations should be addressed, as we conducted
the study in only one course at a university. Future research
should involve more courses, teachers, and students at
varying proficiency levels. The inquiry failed to include a
control group because we considered it unethical to with-
hold feedback from students that they would typically
receive in their course. Therefore, no comparison was
made between the feedback group and a control group.
However, we managed to examine how students applied
feedback from three sources in their revisions and to track
progress during the course. This investigation may offer
insights into areas beyond how students use feedback in
their revision and how feedback helps them develop their
writing performance. We hope that the findings of this
study indicate how Grammarly can be used as an effective
feedback tool to help relieve teachers of a part of the
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What each criterion is supposed to assess are as follows:
1. Task achievement concerns how well a candidate has
fulfilled the task, addressing the guided prompt with
relevant details while aiming at the general target
reader, in other words, if he has done what he was
supposed to do.
2. Coherence and cohesion focus on how well organized
a text is, following a coherent structure to maintain the
organization of the whole text while making good use
of cohesive devices.
3. Grammatical range and accuracy focus on the accuracy
of grammatical structures that a candidate uses,
demonstrating a variety of grammatical structures
available to him.
4. Lexical range and accuracy focus on the accuracy and
lexical items that a candidate uses, displaying the
appropriate choice and variety of words with an
adequate range of lexis to complete the task.
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supplementary material available at https://doi.org/10.1007/s40
299-021-00625-2.
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Table 3 Operational rating scales for writing tasks at B1 level adopted from Euroexam International (2019)
B1 Task achievement Coherence & cohesion Grammatical range & accuracy Lexical range &
accuracy
3 Task achieved at a high level
Rubrics: Followed completely in all 4 guiding
points
Content: Enough and relevant discussion and
details are included on all 4 guiding points
*One mark will be penalized if some irrelevant





Overall good use of
cohesive devices
Range: Good range of grammatical
structures
Accuracy: Grammatical structures used
accurately with no or very few basic
errors
Range: Good range of





2 Task achieved with minor gaps
Rubrics: Followed in 2 or 3 guiding points
Content: Enough and relevant discussion and
details are included on 2 or 3 guiding points;
Little or not relevant information is discussed
on 1 or 2 points
*One mark will be penalized if some irrelevant
discussion and details included
Information: Part of the
text is well organized
Cohesive devices:
Mostly good use of
cohesive devices with
minor gaps
Range: Sufficient range of grammatical
structures
Accuracy: Grammatical structures used
mostly accurately with some errors
that do not significantly impede
meaning
Range: Sufficient





1 Task achieved with major gaps
Rubrics: Followed in 1 or 2 guiding points
Content: Enough and relevant details are
included on 1 or 2 guiding points; Little or not
relevant information is included on 2 or 3
points
*One mark will be penalized if some irrelevant




Major gaps in use of
cohesive devices
Range: Limited range of grammatical
structures
Accuracy: Grammatical structures used
inaccurately interfering with meaning
Range: Limited range








Not enough language to make an assessment
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indicated otherwise in a credit line to the material. If material is not
included in the article’s Creative Commons licence and your intended
use is not permitted by statutory regulation or exceeds the permitted
use, you will need to obtain permission directly from the copyright
holder. To view a copy of this licence, visit
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/.
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